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Review o f  December Paper 
"The Benef l  t s  o f  P r o j e c t  Eva1 uat ion"  
I n  the  background paper on p r o j e c t  eva lua t i on  t a b l e d  a t  t he  December 
s t a f f  meeting, I took the  view t h a t  p r o j e c t  eva lua t ion  must focus p r i m a r i l y  
on measuring and eva lua t i ng  the  degree o f  success i n  achiev ing the  o r i g i n a l  
ob jec t i ves  of the  p r o j e c t .  'The f i r s t  s tep  then i s  t o  spend t ime c a r e f u l l y  
de f in ing  t h e  ob jec t i ves  as s p e c i f i c a l l y  as poss ib le  and i n  such a way as t o  
fac i  1 i Late 1 a t e r  measurement and eva lua t ion  o f  p r o j e c t  achievements . The 
fo l low ing f i v e  general types o f  quest ions were presented as being des i rab le  
elements i n  a p r o j e c t  proposal. 
P r o j e c t  Proposal 
1. Why i s  t h e  p r o j e c t  impor tan t?  
I s  i t  a p r i o r i t y  f o r  the  country, the  government? 
2. Who w i l l  b e n e f i t  and i n  what way? How soon cou ld  the  resu l  t s  o f  t h i s  
research p r o j e c t  b e n e f i t  t he  r u r a l  popu la t ion? 
3. What previous research has been done i n  t h i s  area and what i s  the  re-  
l a t i o n s h i p  o f  t h i s  research t o  previous research? What coo rd ina t i on  
and cooperat ion w i l l  there  be between t h i s  research p r o j e c t  and o the r  
s i m i l  a r  research work being conducted e l  sewhere? 
4. What are t h e  expected obstacles t o  success -in t h i s  research and t h e  
probabi 1 i t y  o f  success? 
5. What o the r  research work would be needed t o  a l low successful  a p p l i c a t i o n ?  
I s  t he re  a systemat ic  approach t o  t h e  whole t o p i c  o f  which the  research 
p r o j e c t  i s  one face t?  What would be the  s p i n - o f f  e f f e c t s  o r  second 
generat ional problems o f  a successful appl i c a t i o n  t o  t h e  r u r a l  community? 
While these quest ions can c e r t a i n l y  n o t  always be answered i n  a 
research proposal, they represent  a good exerc ise  f o r  both IDRC and t h e  
proposed grantee. They r e q u i r e  some cons idera t ion  o f  who the  ac tua l  t a r g e t  
group i s  and how and when i t  w i l l  be a f fec ted .  Secondly, what i s  t h e  re- 
l a t i o n s h i p  o f  t h i s  research p r o j e c t  t o  previous research and t o  s i m i l a r  
research being conducted elsewhere. 
The research p r o j e c t  should be conceived of as f i t t i n g  w i t h i n  a 
broader framework. The f o l l o w i n g  diagram was presented as a v i sua l  
i l l u s t r a t i o n  of  t h i s  framework. 
There was a sec t ion  on cos t  c o n t r o l  which could be achieved i n  the  
p r o j e c t  proposal stage by developing t y p i c a l  p r o j e c t  budgets as a guide. 
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The err~phasis o f  t he  December paper was thus on the  c r i t i c a l  importance 
of t he  format o f  the  p r o j e c t  proposal as a basis  f o r  evaluat ion.  The paper 
emphasized th ree  elements as important  components o f  the  p r o j e c t  proposal : 
Network o f  
re1 a ted  
research 
i )  budget cont ro l ;  
i i ) e f f i c i e n c y  (methodology and network 1 inkages ; h o r i  zonta l  ) ; 
i i i )  e f f e c t i  veness (ob jec t i ves  , impact p o t e n t i  a1 on t a r g e t  groups : 
v e r t i  ca l  ) . 
F i n a l l y ,  i t  was suggested t h a t  a f i r s t  s t e p  i n  developing p r o j e c t  
proposals t o  he more amenable t o  eva lua t ion  would be a paper out l in ' lng, f o r  
i n t e r e s t e d  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  t he  areas t h a t  AFNS would l i k e  t o  be considered i n  a 
p r o j e c t  proposal. A paper o u t l i n i n g  the  AFlVS approach and p r i o r i t i e s  was 
prepared by the  D i r e c t o r  and was d i s t r i b u t e d  a t  t he  December meeting. 
The d iscussion on eva lua t ion  a t  the  December meeting ra i sed  many i n -  
t e r e s t i n g  quest ions and revealed some consensus on what issues should be 
taken i n t o  account even if there  was n o t  always agreement on how they should 
be considered . 
There appeared t o  be agreement t h a t  an eva lua t i on  program i s  essen t i a l  
and t h a t  eva lua t ion  should be f o r  the  b e n e f i t  of both I D R C  and the  grantee 
i n s t i t u t i o n .  Sharing the  r e s u l t s  o f  an eva lua t fon  w i t h  t h e  grantee creates a  
problem i f  eva lua t ion  i s  c a r r i e d  o u t  by IDRC s t a f f  o r  o t h e r  ou ts ide rs  and 
p o l i c y  recom~iiendati ons are  made which would adversely a f fec t  t he  r e c i p i e n t  
i n s t i  t u t i  on. Thus f  t may be necessary t o  say one t h i n g  t o  I D R C  and another 
t o  the  grantee. 
The Objec t ive  of Evaluat ion 
There was some d i f f e rences  on what t h e  ob jec t i ves  of eva lua t i on  a re  
and one speaker d i s t i ngu i shed  between forward and backward - look ing  eval  ua- 
t i o n ,  the  di f ference be ing  due more t o  the  focus and purpose o f  eva lua t ion  
r a t h e r  than the  procedure. 
The ob jec t i ves  o f  eva lua t ion  cou ld  be defined as: 1 )  t o  determine any 
des i rab le  changes i n  I D R C  p o l i c i e s  and prac t ices ;  2) t o  determine the  
d e s i r a b i l  i t y  o f  cont inu ing  support  n o t  on l y  f o r  t he  p a r t i c u l a r  p r o j e c t  being 
considered b u t  f o r  o ther  s i m i l a r  research p ro jec ts ;  3)  t o  develop the  
c r i t i c a l  f a c u l t i e s  o f  IDRC and research p r o j e c t  personnel; and 4)  t o  
encourage an ongoing d ia logue w i t h i n  IDRC and between IDRC and the  p r o j e c t  
i n s t i t u t i o n s .  
The Composition o f  an Evaluat ion Team 
There was considerable d iscussion on the  who, when and how many 
should be invo lved i n  a  p r o j e c t  eva lua t ion .  Suggestions on who shohld be on 
an eva lua t ion  team inc luded the  p r o j e c t  o f f i c e r ,  another I D R C  s t a f f  member, 
an ou ts ide r  o r  a  s t a f f  member from the  r e c i p i e n t  i n s t i  t u t i o n  o r  government. 
It was pointed o u t  t h a t  there  were a  number o f  problems i n  s e l e c t i n g  
an ou ts ide r  i n c l u d i n g  f i n d i n g  and then "educat ing" the  ou ts ider .  
I n c l u d i n g  a  s t a f f  member o f  t he  r e c i p i e n t  i n s t i t u t i o n  on an evalua- 
t i o n  team might  make the grantee more amenable t o  cooperat ion w i t h  an 
eva lua t i on  b u t  i t  would l i k e l y  s t i l l  r e q u i r e  a  separate r e p o r t  by  the  I D R C  
o f f i c e r s  f o r  IDRC's use. Assuming eva lua t i on  i s  t o  be an "in-house" 
operat ion,  then should i t  inc lude  bo th  the  p r o j e c t  o f f i c e r  and another I D R C  
s ta f f  member? The p r o j e c t  o f f i c e r  can c o n t r i b u t e  h i s  t echn i ca l  expe r t i se  
and knowledge o f  the  i n s t i t u t i o n  and s t a f f  and the p r o j e c t ' s  development w h i l e  
t he  o the r  l D R C  s t a f f  member can prov ide  a  f resh  v iewpoint .  I t  was suggested 
t h a t  eva lua t ion  should be an ongoing a c t i v i t y  and t h a t  a  proper  eva lua t i on  o f  
the  development of the i n s t i t u t i o n a l  and human capabi 1  i t i e s  of t h e  grantees 
requ i res  an understanding o f  the  s i t u a t i o n  a t  the  i n s t i t u t i o n  be fo re  the  pro- 
j e c t  i s  accepted. Thus, eva lua t i on  o f  the  e f f i c i e n c y  o f  a  research i n s t i  t u -  
t i o n  must be on a  r e l a t i v e  bas is .  D id  we c o n t r i b u t e  t o  e f f i c i e n t  management 
of t he  i n s t i t u t i o n  o r  d i d  we p i c k  an e f f i c i e n t  i n s t i t u t i o n  i n  the  f i r s t  p lace? 
This  suggests t h a t  t h e  r o l e  o f  t he  p r o j e c t  o f f i c e r  i s  c r u c i a l  t o  a  proper 
eva lua t ion .  
It would probably be wor thwh i le  experiment ing w i t h  severa l  approaches. 
The p r o j e c t  o f f i c e r  can prov ide  an eva lua t i on  based on h i s  r e g u l a r  mon i to r  
v i s i t s  w h i l e  the o t h e r  IDRC s t a f f  member cou ld  v i s i t  t h e  p r o j e c t  independent ly 
a f t e r  a  review o f  p r o j e c t  f i l e s ,  progress repo r t s  and d iscussions w i t h  the 
p r o j e c t  o f f i c e r .  The I D R C  s t a f f  member was viewed by one as a  c a t a l y s t ,  a  
person who would pose the r i g h t  quest ions t o  bo th  t he  p r o j e c t  o f f i c e r  and the  
p r o j e c t  personnel. 
The Timing o f  Eva lua t ion  
There were suggestions t h a t  eva lua t ions  should be conducted e i  t h e r  
du r i ng  t h e  middle of a  p r o j e c t ,  a t  t he  end o r  a t  both t imes. The t im ing  
could a l s o  be sub jec t  t o  f l e x i b i l i t y .  I f  i t  i s  a  new type  o f  a c t i v i t y ,  o r  
invo lves  a  new approach by I D R C  and a  number of s i m i l a r  p r o j e c t s  a re  be ing  
considered, then i t  would be wor thwh i le  t o  conduct a  mid-term eva lua t i on  
e s p e c i a l l y  i f  i t  i s  a  long-term p r o j e c t .  The purpose o f  eva lua t i ng  would vary 
somewhat depending on whether i t  takes p lace  a t  t he  mid-term o r  penul t imate 
stage of a  p r o j e c t .  
Mid-term eva lua t ion  can serve a  very use fu l  purpose i n  c o n t r i b u t i n g  
t o  the  development o f  the  r e c i p i e n t  i n s t i t u t i o n ' s  c r i t i c a l  approach and 
encouraging the  r e c i p i e n t  t o  focus on problem areas, etc .  On the  o the r  hand, 
some small p ro jec ts  would probably n o t  be worthwhi le  eva lua t i ng  a t  a l l  o the r  
than by the p r o j e c t  o f f i c e r .  Assuming t h a t  AFNS cont f  nues t o  manage about 75 
p ro jec ts  a t  any one t ime w i t h  an average du ra t i on  o f  th ree  years, v i s i t i n g  
each p r o j e c t  o n l y  once would requ i re  25 eva lua t i on  t r i p s  a  year  v i s i t i n g  
p ro jec ts  near ing completion. 
An eva lua t ion  team should v i s i t  a  p r o j e c t  when t h e  management comrni t t e e  
i s  meeting o r  an i n t e r n a l  eva lua t i on  i s  be ing  conducted when the ou ts ide  team 
would be most usefu l  f o r  t h e i r  eva lua t ion  and would cause the  l e a s t  d i s rup t i on .  
Compl i cat ions I n  Eval u a t i  on 
Object ives 
While i t  was genera l l y  agreed w i t h  t h e  content ion  i n  t he  paper t h a t  
eva lua t ion  must be based on the  o r i g i n a l  proposal ob jec t i ves  and the  of ten 
d i f f e r e n t  I D R C  ob jec t ives ,  i t  was po in ted  ou t  t h a t  proposal ob jec t i ves  change 
w h i l e  the  p r o j e c t  i s  being conducted, t h a t  one must d i s t i n g u i s h  c a r e f u l l y  
between ob jec t i ves  and methodology and t h a t  t he re  are  subsets o f  ob jec t i ves  
w i t h i n  the  broad p r o j e c t  ob jec t ives .  I f  ob jec t ives  a r e  changed, they should 
be consciously changed? 
Varying Eval ua t i on  Standards 
AFNS supports a  number o f  p r o j e c t s  which are  so d i f f e r e n t  i n  na ture  
and scope t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  poss ib le  t o  develop a  un i fo rm eva lua t ion  procedure. 
S i m i l a r l y ,  the  q u a l i t y  o f  the  r e c i p i e n t  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  t he  du ra t i on  of the  
p r o j e c t  and t h e  na ture  o f  i t s  ob jec t i ves  r e q u i r e  d i f f e r i n g  eva lua t ion  
standards. 
Network Eval u a t i  on 
One i n t e r e s t i n g  comment was t h a t  p r o j e c t s  should be consi dered w i t h i n  
a  network s ince  AFNS i s  support ing more p r o j e c t s  t h a t  f i t  l o g i c a l l y  i n t o  
d i f f e r e n t  networks. Th is  niay be p e r f e c t l y  c o r r e c t  b u t  i t  makes eva lua t i on  
more complicated. I f  a  p r o j e c t  should n o t  be considered i n  i s o l a t i o n  from the  
network of  r e l a t e d  p ro jec ts ,  then we w i l l  have t o  move t o  program evaluat ion,  
n o t  p r o j e c t  evaluat ion.  'This would mean t h a t  if eva lua t i on  was t o  be done by  
IDRC s t a f f  members o the r  than the  p r o j e c t  o f f i c e r ,  t h a t  one person should be 
responsib le f o r  eva lua t ing  a l l  the  p ro jec ts  i n  one network so t h a t  p r o j e c t s  
a re  n o t  considered i n  i s o l a t i o n .  
Eva1 ua t i on  Procedure 
A number o f  suggestions were a l so  made i n  the  December meet-i ng as t o  
what an eva lua t i on  procedure should inc lude,  and what i t  should focus on. 
Were the  ob jec t ives  achieved and were they c o r r e c t ?  What has been the  change 
i n  terms o f  techn i  ca l  development and i n  i n s  ti t u t i  ons and human development? 
The evaluators must be aware o f  d i f f e rences  i n  ob jec t i ves  between d i f f e r e n t  
kinds o f  research, between i n s t i t u t i o n s  and between the  p r o j e c t  grantee and IDRC.  
The fo l l ow ing  sec t i on  presents some s p e c i f i c  ideas on what an eva lua tor  
would focus on, expanding on the  fac tors  such as network c rea t ion ,  t echn ica l  
progress, the  change i n  the  q u a l i t y  and q u a n t i t y  of human s k i 1  1s and i n s t i  tu -  
t i o n a l  changes, etc . ,  t h a t  were o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  o r i g i n a l  paper, and i n c l u d i n g  
some of the  suggestions made du r ing  the  December discussion. Whi le t h e  
questions are  backward l ook ing  because o f  t h e i r  emphasis on examining the  
degree of change, the purpose would be t o  use the  experience of t he  p r o j e c t  t o  
suggest changes i n  p o l i c y  and p r a c t i c e  t o  e i t h e r  I D R C  o r  t he  p r o j e c t  personnel. 
As much as poss ib le  t h e  eva lua tor  should a l s o  try t o  ge t  p r o j e c t  s t a f f  and 
o t h e r  i n te res ted  peopl e  t o  g i  ve the1 r eval  u a t i  on o f  the  successes and f a i  1  ures 
o f  the  project; r a t h e r  than simply us ing them f o r  i n fo rma t ion  on which t o  make 
h i s  own judgements. 
Human and I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Changes 
There are  th ree  s i g n i f i c a n t  kinds o f  change: change i n  i nd i v idua ls ,  
change i n  soc i  a1 re1 a t i  onshi ps and i n s t i t u t i o n s  , and changes i n  s o c i a l  
overhead c a p i t a l  which should be considered. 
a)  Has the re  been a  change i n  a t t i t u d e  on t h e  p a r t  o f  government 
o f f i c i a l s ,  p r o j e c t  personnel and o the r  people invo lved w i t h  t h e  p r o j e c t ?  
b )  Has the re  been an improvement i n  t h e  s k i 1  1  l e v e l  o f  management 
and s c i e n t i f i c  personnel through formal and o the r  k inds  of t r a i n i n g ?  
c )  Has the  r a t e  o f  tu rnover  by p r o j e c t  s t a f f  d i s rup ted  t h e  con- 
t i n u i t y  o f  t he  p r o j e c t ?  Are the re  any changes t h a t  cou ld  be made i n  manage- 
ment p o l i c y  which could reduce t h i s  tu rnover  r a t e ?  
d) Has the  p r o j e c t  con t r i bu ted  t o  the  development o f  t he  managerial 
and admin i s t ra t i ve  capac i ty  o f  t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n  and has the management 
s a t i s f i e d  I D R C  ' s  cont rac tua l  requirements? 
e) Has the  p r o j e c t  management devoted s u f f i c i e n t  t ime t o  the  p r o j e c t ?  
Have sen io r  p o l i c y  makers, who are i n  a  p o s i t i o n  t o  p rov ide  ongoing support 
t o  t he  grantee i n s t i t u t i o n  and t o  au thor ize  p r a c t i c a l  use of p r o j e c t  resu l t s ,  
been aware of and i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t he  p r o j e c t ?  
f )  Have t h e  p r o j e c t  research a c t i v i t i e s  been i n s t i  t u t i  onal i z e d  w i th -  
i n  t he  research i n s t i t u t i o n ?  Has an appropr ia te  o rgan iza t i ona l  u n i t  been 
es tab l ished and g iven competent s t a f f  w i t h  f u l l  support  t o  conduct t he  p a r t i c u -  
1  a r  research a c t i v i t i e s ?  
g) Do these human and i n s t i t u t i o n a l  f ac to rs ,  s k i l l  c r e a t i o n  and s t a f f  
a t t i t udes ,  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  and coo rd ina t i on  w i t h  and support  from o the r  
agencies, suggest t h a t  t h i s  research a c t i v i t y  w i l l  cont inue? 
P r o j e c t  Development 
a) Was the  p r o j e c t  slow t o  ge t  s t a r t e d  and was any of t h i s  due t o  
I D R C  ac t ions  o r  p o l i c i e s ?  Does the  o r i g i n a l  t ime frame o f  the  p r o j e c t  seem 
r e a l i s t i c  now? 
b )  What stage of development o f  p r o j e c t  ob jec t i ves  has been reached? 
Did the s ta ted  ob jec t i ves  change and if so, consicously  and why? 
c )  I f  IDRC's objectives a r e  d i f f e r e n t  from the  s t a t e d  p r o j e c t  
ob jec t ives  , they are  1  i k e l y  t o  encompass the  p r o j e c t  s  techn i  ca l  ob j e c t i  ves 
and focus on personal and i n s t i t u t i o n a l  change ob jec t ives .  The p r o j e c t ' s  
techn ica l  ob jec t i ves  are thus 1  i k e l y  t o  be re levan t  t o  I D R C  as w e l l  and i t  
should be poss ib le  t o  determine, measure and evaluate the  progress achieved 
i n  meeting s p e c i f i c  techn ica l  ob jec t ives .  
d) What i s  the  value o f  the  p r o j e c t  r e s u l t s  t o  date and i t re these 
r e s u l t s  being pub l i c i zed  e f f e c t i v e l y ?  The value o f  t he  p r o j e c t  should be 
seen i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  the  network o f  r e l a t e d  research be ing  conducted elsewhere. 
e) How do the  people i n  t he  t a r g e t  benef l  t group perceive the  p r o j e c t  
and what value i s  the  p r o j e c t  t o  them? Table 1  at tached as an appendix pro- 
vides an i n t e r e s t i n g  i l l ~ ~ s t r a t i o n  o f how the  v i l l a g e r s  i n  one I n d i a n  d i s t r i c t  
perceived a  p r o j e c t  and how the  p r o j e c t ' s  ob jec t i ves  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e i r  per- 
ce ived needs. 
The Role o f  I D R C  
a) Was IDRC's r o l e  and the  r e s t r i c t i o n s  imposed i n  the  I D R C  c o n t r a c t  
c l e a r l y  understood? 
b) Has IDRC p o l i c y  imposed any ser ious  cons t ra in t s  on the  p r o j e c t  by 
the r e c i p i e n t  being fo rced t o  adhere t o  the  o r i g i n a l  budget, the  t i m i n g  and 
method of payment, e t c .?  
c )  What has been the p o s i t i o n  o f  t he  I D R C  adv isor  and was he necessary 
t o  the  p r o j e c t ?  Has he p layed an a c t i v i s t  r o l e  beyond t h a t  envis ioned by 
I D R C  pol i c y ?  Has t h i s  impeded o r  he1 ped the  development o f  hos t  na t i ona l ,  
managerial and s c i e n t i f i c  c a p a b i l i t i e s ?  W i l l  h i s  departure from the  p r o j e c t  
be a  c r i t i c a l  f ac to r  i n  con t i nua t l on  o f  t he  research e f f o r t ?  
d) Has the  t ime spent on consul tants w i t h  IDRC s t a f f  been usefu l  t o  
the  p r o j e c t  and should IDRC prov ide  more advisory support? 
e)  I f  the re  were ser ious  managerial and admin i s t ra t i ve  problems, would 
i t  be h e l p f u l  t o  have an I D R C  o f f i c e r  spend more t ime v i s i t i n g  t h e  p r o j e c t  
a t  an e a r l y  stage t o  s p e c i f i c a l l y  advise on a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and f i n a n c i a l  
management? 
Concl us ion 
I n  general,  t he  eva lua to r  should be a l e r t  t o  t ry  t o  i d e n t i f y  the  
main cons t ra in t s  on p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  (personnel, f i n a n c i a l ,  managerial, 
p o l i t i c a l ,  e tc .  ) and t o  suggest any way i n  which rWRC o f f i c e r s  could a n t i c i -  
pate and overcome these problems i n  o ther  p ro jec ts .  Experience may show, 
f o r  example, t h a t  i t  i s  necessary t o  i n s i s t  on a  s t rong  coord ina t ion  mechanism 
when there  a r e  a  number o f  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  agencies i n  a  proposed p ro jec t ,  o r  
t h a t  the  l a c k  o f  i n t e r e s t  o f  contac t  w i t h  s i m i l a r  research a c t i v i t i e s  e lse-  
where i s  s u f f i c i e n t l y  i n h i b i t i n g  t o  many small e r  i n s t i t u t i o n s  t h a t  :IDRC would 
want t o  take t h i s  i n t o  account when funding o the r  p ro jec ts .  
It would appear from the  number o f  areas of i n t e r e s t  1  i s ted ,  which 
obviously  prov ide on l y  a  p a r t i a l  o u t l i n e  o f  t h e  range of quest ions t h a t  
i n t e r e s t  IDRC, t h a t  i t  w i  11 be d i f f i c u l t  t o  develop a  standard format o r  
procedure f o r  sometime. The value o f  an eva lua t ion  study, e s p e c i a l l y  by an 
I D R C  s t a f f  member o the r  than the  p r o j e c t  o f f i c e r ,  i s  l i k e l y  then t o  depend 
c r i t i c a l l y  on h i s  s e n s i t i v i t y  and experience. 
Table I -P ro j ec t  purposes repor ted and a c t i v i t i e s  considered important by 
respondents 1 
Respondents repor t ing  
Programme 
What Most Most 
project '  is  important important 
t r y i n g  t o  need of need of 
accompl i s  h vi  l 1 age respondents 
No. % No. % No. % 
Improved agricul  t u r a l  p rac t i ces  386 
Improved seed 237 
Manure/fertil  i z e r s  - 161 
Compost p i t s  140 
I r r i g a t i o n  
Commun i cat ions 
Veterinary a id  
Medical f ac i  1 i t i e s  
San i ta t ion  
Educa t i on 
Cottage indus t r i es  and employment 16 
Loans 20 
Co-operative soc i e t i e s  5 4 
Land a1 1 otn~ent/ l  and reform - 
Total  number of respondents report-  
i ng - 
1159 
1. Source: Community Pro jec t s  - F i r s t  Reactions. Government of  India Planning 
Programme Eval uation Organization,  August 1954. This tab1 e is  taken from 
page 410 of the a r t i c l e  by Louis Moss, "The Eval uation o f  Fundamental 
Education", In ternat ional  Social  Science Bul le t in ,  Vol. VII, No.3, 1955 
pp. 398-41 7. 
' B f  G l  iography 
1. Fischel , W.L., Resource' A l locat ion  i n  Agr icu l tura l  Research (Minneapolis, 
Univers i ty  o f  Minnesota Press, 1971 ) . 
2. Hayes, S . P . ,  Evaluating Development Projects (Par is ,  UNESCO 1966). 
3 .  , Eva1 u a t i  on Handbook (Was h i  ngton, USAID, 1972). 
